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Northwest Pipeline 
Corporation’s Alcan 
Pipeline Project is one of 
three competing 
proposals to transport 
natural gas from Alaska’s 
North Slope to the lower 
48 states. Alcan will 
deliver the gas sooner 
and at acost comparable 
to the lowest estimates 
for competing projects. 
These advantages and 


others make Alcan a 


common sense solution 
for transporting the huge ~ 
Alaskan gas supplies. 
This brochure briefly 

describes The Alcan 

Solution. 


On the Cover 
Illustrative of one of the 


Alcan Pipeline Project’s 


major advantages is this 


- photo showing the Alaska 


Highway, which the 
project would follow, thus 
avoiding environmental 
damage to new areas and 
lessening the risk of 

cost overruns and 
construction delays. 
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Why Alcan Deserves 
Your Support 


The winter of 1976-77 
has brought into sharp 
focus both our nation’s 
dependence on natural 
gas and the need for 
additional supplies to be 
brought on stream as 
quickly as possible. Our 
nation’s best hope for 
receiving large quantities 
of additional natural gas 
lies in development of the 
gas reserves on the North 
Slope of Alaska. 

Three proposals are 
currently being con- 
sidered by the federal 
government to transport 
these natural gas 
supplies to markets in 
the lower 48 states. 

We believe that North- 
west Pipeline Corpora- 
tion’s Alcan Pipeline 
Project deserves your 
support for the following 
major reasons: 

Alcan will deliver gas 
] sirecty to all parts of 
the nation—East, 
Midwest and West. 
It will deliver the gas 
? two years sooner 


than competing 


ing jobs in industries 
dependent upon 
natural gas. 
Alcan’s 48-inch ex- 
5 press system will 
transport gas for 
costs comparable to the 
lowest estimates for 
competing projects. 
In both Alaska and 
4 Canada, Alcan fol- 
lows common util- 
ity and highway cor- 
ridors, providing im- 
mediate access and 
thereby greatly minimiz- 
ing the possibility of huge 
cost overruns and 
schedule delays that ex- 
perts say are almost cer- 
tain with the other 
projects. 
Alcan avoids the 
5 Arctic National 
Wildlife Range 
and will do far less en- 
vironmental damage 
than either competing 
proposal. 
Alcan retains the 
6 advantage of an 
overland pipeline 
system through Canada 
without forcing Canada 
to connect the Mackenzie 
Delta gas reserves before 
they’re needed and with- 
out forcing on that 
country a route which is 
unacceptable from an 
environmental and native 
claims policy standpoint. 


Further, Alcan’s con- 

7 ventional overland 
pipeline system is 

safer and more reliable 


than El Paso’s proposed 
land-sea LNG system. 


Recent reports by the 
U.S. Federal Power Com- 
mission and Canada’s 
Berger Commission 
further support Alcan’s 
common sense route. 
This brochure discusses 
these reports and other 
advantages of our 
project. We trust you’ll 
find it interesting and 
informative. If you have 
questions or would like 
additional informa- 
tion, please don’t 
hesitate to let us know. 


Sincerely, 


A lah hl 


John G. McMillian 
Chairman and President 


Northwest Pipeline Corporation/ 


Alcan Pipeline Company 


Northwest Pipeline Corporation/ 
Alcan Pipeline Company, 
PiONBOx 1526, 

Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 
(80 1) 534-3600 
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One of the most formid- 
able challenges facing 
America today is the 
achievement of energy 
self-sufficiency. Inherent 
in this tremendous 
national task is the 
exploration and timely 
development of natural 
gas resources both in the 
contiguous United States 
and in Alaska. 

The North Slope of 
Alaska contains substan- 
tial volumes of natural 
gas. Proved recoverable 
reserves at Prudhoe Bay 
Field are estimated to be 
in excess of 26 trillion 
cubic feet of gas. How 
and when these reserves 
will be delivered to 
energy-hungry markets 
in the lower 48 states is 
a vital national priority, 
requiring a careful but 
early decision. During 
1977, the federal govern- 
ment has the responsi- 
bility of recommending a 
route and a system for 
the transportation of 

-Alaskan gas. The ulti- 
mate decision will be 
made by the President 
and the Congress only 
after substantial input 
from all levels of govern- 
ment. There are currently 
three proposals awaiting 
this decision: the Alcan 
Pipeline Project, the 
Arctic Gas plan and the 
El Paso liquefied natural 
gas (LNG) proposal. 

Northwest Pipeline 
believes that the key 
decision which federal 
agencies, the President, 


and Congress must make 
under the Alaska Natural 
Gas Transportation Act is 
to select the route and 
system which presents 
the fewest problems for 
both the United States 
and Canada and which 
can deliver the gas 
sooner with the least risk 
of cost overruns and 
construction delays. 

In all likelihood, the 
LNG proposal advanced 
by El Paso would be se- 
lected only if Canada 
would not permit an over- 


land pipeline system 
through its territory. An 


overland pipeline system 


is substantially better 
than an LNG system on 
the primary counts of 


efficiency, delivered 


costs and reliability. 
There is another impor- 
tant consideration: Will 
the President or Con- 
gress want this substan- 
tial block of energy all 
delivered to the West 
Coast when most of the 
gas is needed in the 
Midwest and East? 


The Alcan Route 

The route advanced by 
the Alcan Project partici- 
pants would originate in 
the Prudhoe Bay Field 
and would roughly paral- 
lel the Trans-Alaska oil 
pipeline system from 
Prudhoe Bay for approxi- 
mately 540 miles to Delta 


~ Junction, south of Fair- 


banks, Alaska. From 
Delta Junction Alcan’s 
48-inch diameter system 
would then parallel the 
Alcan Highway. It would 
follow an existing pipe- 
line corridor and the 
Alaska Highway through 
much of British Colum- 
bia, before taking a 
slightly more direct route 
to a point east of Grande 
Prairie, Alberta, where 

it would then follow 
existing rights-of-way of 
Alberta Gas Trunk Line 
Company Limited to 
James River. 

From here, a 42-inch 
diameter pipeline will 
carry approximately 71 
percent of the gas to 
Monchy, Saskatchewan, 
where it will be delivered 
into the proposed North- 
ern Border Pipeline for 
redelivery to the U.S. 
Midwest and East. The 
remainder of the gas will 
be transported through a 
new 36-inch diameter 
pipeline along existing 
corridors to Kingsgate, 
British Columbia, for re- 
delivery to western U.S. 
markets. 

Northwest Pipeline’s 
Canadian partners, who 
will be constructing the 


Canadian portion of the 
Alcan Project, are Alber- 
ta Gas Trunk Line Com- 
pany Limited (AGTL), 
Westcoast Transmission 
Company Limited, and 
Foothills Pipe Lines Ltd. 


Competing Proposals 
When the hearings be- 
gan before the Federal 
Power Commission in 
early 1975, there were 
just two alternatives be- 
ing considered for the 
transportation of Alaskan 
gas. One was the 
Arctic Gas project 
which would re- 
quire first, a United 
States 
decision to 
cross the 
environ- 
mentally 
sensitive 
Arctic National Wild- 
life Range; second, a 
Canadian decision to 
develop the Mackenzie 
Delta gas reserves in the 
early 1980’s; and third, 
settlement of the serious 
land claims and rights of 
the natives in the 
Northwest Territories. 
The second alternative 
was the El Paso project 
which would require all of 
the gas to be liquefied 
and then transported to 
California by means of a 
specially designed LNG 
_ tanker system. 


Fairbanks Alternative 

It soon became 
apparent that both of 
these proposals had sub- 
stantial disadvantages 
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and that an overland 
pipeline along the Alaska 
Highway, which has been 
called the Fairbanks Cor- 
ridor Route, or the ‘‘Fair- 
banks Alternative,’’ might 
be more in the 
public interest. 


@ 
In view of the strong 

support for sucha 

route by staffs at the 
Federal Power 
Commission and 
Department of the Inte- 
rior and by leading 
environmental orga- 
nizations, Northwest 
Pipeline began exploring 
the concept with 
Westcoast and AGTL, 
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the only major gas 
transmission com- 
panies operating in 
western Canada. The 
investigation revealed 
that the Fairbanks 
Alternative would indeed 
have substantial advan- 
tages for the United 
States and Canada. In 
addition to the obvious 
environmental benefits, 
the logistical, economic 
and construction advan- 
tages made such a sys- 
tem far less vulnerable 
to cost overruns and to 
schedule delays. 

In view of these advan- 
tages, Alcan Pipeline 
Company, a wholly 
owned subsidiary of 
Northwest Pipeline 
Corporation, announced 
its intention to propose 
the Alcan Project last 
spring and formally ap- 
plied to the FPC on July 
9, 1976. 

Following several 
months of hearings and 
numerous staff reports, 
the Commission an- 
nounced its recommen- 
dations on May 2, 1977. 
Both the chairman and 
the vice chairman of the 
FPC gave the Alcan 
Project their unqualified 
endorsement. Two other 
FPC Commissioners 
gave qualified support to 
the Arctic Gas proposal, 
conditioning their ap- 
proval on a decision by 
the Canadian govern- 
ment to develop reserves 


in the Mackenzie Delta 
simultaneously with 
those at Prudhoe Bay, 
and indicating that if 
Canada decided against 
near-term development 
of the Mackenzie Delta 
reserves that they would 
then support the Alcan 
Pipeline Project. 

Shortly after the FPC 
decision, a Department 
of Transportation (DOT) 
report to the FPC was 


made public, casting 
grave doubts on the 
entire construction 
proposal of Arctic Gas. 
The report was viewed as 
extremely significant 
since the DOT’s Office of 
Pipeline Safety has the 
primary responsibility for 
ensuring the safety and 
reliability of gas pipeline 
operations in the United 
States. 
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The DOT stated that it 
“is very dubious’”’ con- 
cerning the feasibility of 
snow road construction, 
as proposed by Arctic 
Gas, along the North 
Slope of Alaska, which 
includes the environ- 
mentally sensitive Arctic 
National Wildlife Range. 
If snow road construction 
proved impossible, Arctic 
Gas would require gravel 
roads and workpads 


across the North Slope, 
thus multiplying environ- 
mental damage to totally 
unacceptable levels. 


Alcan Advantages 

The Alcan route is best 
for several reasons. The 
most important is that by 
following existing trans- 
portation corridors and 
by utilizing existing pipe- 
line rights-of-way in 
Canada, the project 
substantially reduces risk 
of cost overruns and 
schedule delays. In fact, it 
is estimated that the 
Alcan system can be 
constructed and placed 
in service two years 
sooner than the Arctic 
Gas proposal. This ad- 
vantage is in accord with 
Section 2(3) of the 1976 
Act which finds the ex- 
peditious construction of 
a system for delivery of 
Alaskan natural gas to 
the United States to bein 
the national interest. The 
natural gas crisis which 
has seriously affected 
many parts of the country 
this winter, emphasizes 
the importance of early 
deliverability. 

Alcan’s proposed use 
of existing pipeline and 
highway corridors also is 
in conformity with the 
requirements set forth in 
an amendmentto Section 
28 of the Mineral Leasing 
Act. The amendment 
requires joint uses of 
rights-of-way in order to 
‘‘make the best possible 
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use of the land and to 
prevent additional swaths 
of rights-of-way across 
public lands when not 
necessary.’’ The Alcan 
Project fulfills this 
Congressional directive. 
The policy of following 
existing rights-of-way 
also received support in 
the DOT report previ- 
ously mentioned, which 
stated, “It does not 
appear that there would 
be serious environmental 
objections to Alcan.”’ A 
fundamental reason, the 
report stated, was that 
Alcan proposes to follow 
existing rights-of-way. 

The utilization of es- 
tablished corridors, in the 
vicinity of all-weather 
roads, gives Alcan clear 
logistical, economic and 
maintenance advan- 
tages. Where such corri- 
dors are utilized, men 
and equipment can be 
transported and de- 
ployed more efficiently, 
thus providing more 
reliable construction 
schedules. This, in turn, 
yields substantial eco- 
nomic advantages and 
reduces maintenance 
problems. Further, 
Canadian partner com- 
panies will provide 
immediate support facil- 
ities and personnel for 
the Canadian portion of 
the project. 


Canadian Interests 

Since Canada must ap- 
prove any pipeline which 
would transport Alaskan 
gas across its territory, 
Canadian needs and 
interests must be con- 
sidered in connection 
with an overland route. 
The Arctic Gas project 
proposes to connect to 
Canada’s Mackenzie Del- 
ta reserves and transport 
both Alaskan and Mac- 
kenzie Delta gas simul- 
taneously in the same 
system. This, of course, 
ties United States energy 
interests to Canadian 
energy policy. It is evi- 
dent that Canada will 
follow its own best 
interests, so that United 
States interests will be 
served only if they 
coincide with Canadian 
interests and energy 
policy. 

This is significant in 
two respects. First, nat- 
ural gas consumption in 
Canada has recently 
been growing at a much 
lower rate than antici- 
pated, while gas supplies 
from traditional sources, 
particularly in Alberta, 
have been increasing. 
For example, it has been 
reported that there are at 
least 20 trillion Cubic feet 
of gas reserves in the 
Province of Alberta which 
are presently developed 


but unconnected, com- 
pared with only about 5 
trillion Cubic feet in the 
Mackenzie Delta. Thus, 
Canada’s need for gas 
from its Mackenzie Delta 
reserves appears much 
less urgent in the near 
term than is the United 
States’ need for Alaskan 
natural gas. 

Second, difficult prob- 
lems involving native land 
claims exist both in the 
Mackenzie Valley and in 
the northern Yukon. The 
Berger Commission, 
which the Canadian 
government established 
to study these problems, 
recommended on May 9, 
1977 that no pipelines 
ever be allowed to 
traverse the North Slope 
of the Yukon and the 
Northwest Territories 
and that a 10-year delay 
be imposed on any pipe- 
line construction in the 
Mackenzie River Valley of 
the Northwest Territo- 
ries. While final action on 
these native claims issues 
cannot be predicted, it 
would be questionable for 
the United States to select 
a transportation system 
that is vulnerable to long 
delays and massive cost 
overruns which cannot 
be resolved in this coun- 
try. In contrast, Alcan 
entirely avoids the areas 
of concern in Justice 
Berger’s report. It is anti- 
cipated that Canada can 
settle the native claims 


issues well in advance of 
Alcan’s scheduled pipe- 
line construction. 

The Alcan system of- 
fers Canada the alterna- 
tive of connecting the 
Mackenzie Delta re- 
serves in the future either 
along the Mackenzie 
Valley or through the 
Yukon along the Demp- 
ster Highway to connect 
with the Alcan system. 


Alaskan Interests 
Finally, the Alcan route 
would avoid the destruc- 
tion of the wildlife, wilder- 
ness and recreational 
values of the Arctic 
National Wildlife Range. 
The Range, which is one 
of the last large wildlife 
refuges in the world, 
preserves significant en- 
vironmental and wildlife 
values. These values 
exist for the benefit of all 


Americans, both today 
and in the future. Their 
destruction should not be 
undertaken lightly, partic- 
ularly when a viable alter- 
native which avoids such 
destruction is available. 

Also, the Alcan Pipe- 
line Project has the flexi- 
bility to provide a sound 
and stable energy base 
for an expanding Alaskan 
economy. Industrial, 
mineral and agricultural 
development will surely 
follow gas availability, 
and in the long term, this 
will provide the jobs and 
economic base for order- 
ly and continuing growth 
in Alaska. 


In Conclusion 

The system finally se- 
lected will help meet Unit- 
ed States energy needs 
for several decades. 


Alcan’s realistic capital 
investment and lowest 
transportation cost to the 
consumer, its ability to 
deliver the gas at least 
two years sooner, and 
the options it provides 
Canada make the pro- 
posal the most promising 
solution for transporting 
Alaskan gas to markets 
in the lower 48 states. 


Advantages of the 
Alcan System 


Alcan alone can begin 
deliveries after a three- 
year construction period. 
Both other projects re- 
quire five years before 
deliveries commence. 


Alcan offers direct 
pipeline deliveries to all 
parts of the nation—the 
East, Midwest and West. 


The 


Alcan 


Solution 


Alcan minimizes envi- 
ronmental and socio- 
economic impacts be- 
cause it follows existing 
highway and utility corri- 
dors where past develop- 
ments have already 
created disruption and, 
with time, been 
mitigated. 


Alcan’s route steers clear 
of existing wilderness 
areas, unlike El Paso 
which would gouge its 
pipeline corridor through 
the Chugach National 
Forest and increase 
tanker traffic in the pro- 
ductive fishery areas of 
the south Alaska coast, 
and unlike Arctic Gas 
which would invade the 
great Arctic National 
Wildlife Range. 


Alcan’s 48-inch express 
system will transport gas 
for costs comparable to 
the lowest estimates for 
competing projects. 


Alcan, unlike Arctic Gas, 
does not require Canada 
to prematurely develop 
gas reserves in the Mac- 
kenzie Delta. This is sig- 
nificant since Delta re- 
serves are at present 
insufficient to warrant a 
pipeline. Further, unlike 
Arctic Gas, Alcan steers 
clear of the primitive 
Mackenzie Valley where’ 
development would jeop- 
ardize presently unset- 
tled native land and 
political representation 
claims. Yet, Alcan does 
provide Canada the 
potential for delivering 
Mackenzie Delta gas if 
and when Canada deems 
it to be in that country’s 
best interests. 


Alcan, unlike El Paso, 
does not involve poten- 
tially dangerous and 
less reliable LNG con- 
version and tanker 
transportation. 


Conclusions 
Of Non-P 
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Federal Power Com- 

mission (FPC) hear- 

ings began in May, 

1975 and continued 

through May, 1977, with 
final results among the 
four FPC Commissioners 
as follows: Alcan, 2; Arc- 
tic Gas, 2 (conditional); 
and El Paso, 0. 


The two commissioners 
recommending Arctic 
Gas did so on condition 
that Canada simultane- 
ously develop Mackenzie 
Delta reserves. If Canada 
decides against such de- 
velopment, the commis- 
sioners indicated that 
Alcan would receive the 
votes of all four commis- 
sioners. The FPC’s report 
to President Carter stat- 
ed the following about 
each project: 


Alcan: ‘‘No doubt the AIl- 
can route promises the 
least environmental im- 
pact, if proper mitigative 
actions are taken during 
final design, construction 
and operation. . . Alcan 
will be able to commence 
deliveries six months 
prior to El Paso and nine 
months to one year prior 
to Arctic because of its 
considerably shorter 
construction schedule... 
The likelihood of wea- 
ther-induced cost over- 
runs is almost nil for 


Alcan. Alcan has the 
highest net national eco- 
nomic benefit—$ 15.66 
billion.” 


Arctic Gas: “‘Arctic has 
the highest exposure (to 
cost overruns)... Since 
Arctic is depending on 
winter construction, 
snow roads and snow 
workpads, an unusually 
short winter or unusually 
severe weather could 
delay completion... Arc- 


tic has the greatest risk 


of major cost overruns 
beyond our estimate, 
primarily because of its 
difficult winter construc- 
tion schedule.”’ 


EI Paso: ‘“‘El Paso’s LNG 
plant and ship costs 
make up approximately 
50 percent of the sys- 
tem’s total capital costs. 
On expansibility grounds, 
the El Paso system is in- 
ferior to either Alcan or 
Arctic... El Paso’s facili- 
ties are subject to the in- 
tense seismic activities of 
south-central Alaska. 
The proposed pipeline 
crosses three major ac- 
tive faults .. . Failure of 
any part of the system 
could quickly halt de- 
livery of Prudhoe Bay 
gas, and a major disaster 
could stop delivery for 
several months to a year 
or more.”’ Further, FPC 
studies indicate that El 
Paso’s transportation 


costs will be 38 percent 
higher than Alcan’s— 


$1.09 per million BTU for 


El Paso as opposed to 
$.79 for Alcan. 


The Department of 
Transportation, in 
a report of April 6, 
1977, comparing 
the three routes, com- 
ments on each project: 


Alcan: ‘‘From the availa- 
ble information, it does 
not appear that there 
would be serious envi- 
ronmental objections to 
Alcan.” 


Arctic Gas: ‘“‘DOT is very 
dubious as to whether the 
(Arctic Gas) snow road 
approach for construc- 
tion is feasible .. . There 
is a serious question as to 
whether enough snow 
can be collected from na- 
tural sources and/or 
manufactured artificially 
under the conditions 
which exist on the North 
Slope to permit this ap- 
proach to be effective. ... 
Perhaps of even greater 
concern is how mainte- 
nance and repair opera- 
tions might be carried out 
on the completed pipe- 
line in snow road sections 
in summer when there is 
no snow road remaining. 
... The Arctic Gas pro- 
posal is by far the least 
desirable from an envi- 
ronmental perspective.”’ 


EI Paso: ‘“‘The proposed 
locations for both the ex- 
porting and receiving 
LNG terminals are in 
areas of the highest seis- 
mic activity in the U.S.” 


Justice Thomas R. 
Berger of the Brit- 
ish Columbia Su- 

preme Court issued 
an initial report on May 9, 
1977 after nearly two 
years of hearings on Na- 
tive Claims problems in 
northern Canada. He 
recommended that no 
pipeline ever be allowed 
to cross the North Slope 
of the Yukon and that any 
pipeline in the Mackenzie 
River Valley be delayed 
for 10 years. Justice 
Berger commented on 
both the Alcan and Arctic 
Gas routes: 


Alcan: ‘‘Some of the con- 
cerns about wildlife, wil- 
derness and engineering 
and construction that led 
me to reject the corridor 
across the Northern Yu- 
kon (the Arctic Gas route) 
do not appear to apply in 
the case of the Alaska 
Highway (Alcan) route. It 
is a route with an estab- 
lished infra-structure. In 
my view, the construction 
of a pipeline along this 
route would not threaten 
any substantial popula- 
tions of any species in the 
Yukon or in Alaska.”’ Jus- 
tice Berger stated that he 
had not examined the 
social or economic im- 
pact of a pipeline along 
the Alaska Highway and 
therefore could not en- 
dorse such a route. 


Arctic Gas route: ‘‘There 
should be no pipeline 
across the Northern Yu- 
kon. It would entail ir- 
reparable environmental 
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losses of national and in- 
ternational importance. 
And a Mackenzie Valley 
pipeline should be post- 
poned for ten years. If it 
were built now, it would 
bring limited economic 
benefits, its social impact 
would be devastating, 
and it would frustrate the 
goals of native claims.”’ 


In a risk analysis 


prepared for the 
Environmental 
Protection Agency 


and issued April 1, 1977 
by Resource Planning 
Associates, Inc., Alcan 
exhibited a one-year to 
three-year earlier de- 
livery date for all proba- 
bility ranges, indicating 
that Alcan will get North 
Slope natural gas to the 
lower 48 states faster 
than either competing 
project. The report com- 
mented on all proposals: 


Alcan: ‘‘The factors of 
primarily summer con- 
struction, relatively easy 
year-round access, anda 
route through estab- 
lished utility and trans- 
portation corridors, 
combine to create a high 
degree of project predict- 
ability and a relatively low 
risk of construction- 
schedule delays.” 


Arctic Gas: ‘‘Analysis of 
the key risk factors in- 
volved in the Arctic Gas 
pipeline-construction 
plan indicates a high 
probability that Arctic 
Gas would experience 
Significant difficulties in 


7 


maintaining adequate 
construction progress 
over the portion of its 
route that lies north of 60 
degrees N. Over this 
1,215-mile segment of 
the pipeline, Arctic Gas 
would encounter the 
most severe winter 
weather, significant 
frozen-soil ditching dif- 
ficulties, and strict sea- 
sonal limitations on the 
construction period, and 
would rely extensively on 
a snow road/pad as a 
working and travel sur- 
face.”’ 


EI Paso: ‘‘LNG-terminal 
siting is an extremely 
controversial issue in 
California. The approval 
process is therefore likely 
to be lengthy at all levels, 
and subsequent federal- 
state interaction could be 
complex and time-con- 
suming.”’ 


For further information 
contact: 


Joseph N. Vallely, director, 
Public Relations Division, 
Northwest Pipeline Corporation/ 
Alcan Pipeline Company 
PROTBOX 1526: 

Salt Lake City, 

Utah 84110 

Tel.: (80 1) 534-3531. 


Eacts 


About 
Alan 


Sponsor: 

Alcan Pipeline Company, 
a subsidiary of Northwest 
Pipeline Corporation, 

P. O. Box 1526, Salt 
Lake City, Utah 84110, 
(801) 534-3600. North- 
west Pipeline is about 
midway in size among the 
top 35 natural gas trans- 
mission companies and 
operates a transmission 
system of 4,600 miles. 
Assets total in excess of 
$575 million. 


Pipeline: 

2,754 miles (731 miles in 
Alaska and 2,023 in Can- 
ada; 2,078 total miles of 
48-inch pipe, 395 miles of 
42-inch line and 281 
miles of 36-inch line). 


Design Capacity: 

2.6 billion cubic feet per 
day of Alaskan gas; 
expanded capacity to 
3.4 billion cubic feet. 


Fuel Consumption: 
Alcan, 6.4 percent of 
receipt volumes; Arctic 
Gas, 6.9 percent; 

El Paso, 10.9 percent. 


Cost Estimate: 

In 1975 dollars, the Alas- 
kan portion of the Alcan 
Project will cost $2.4 bil- 
lion, and the Canadian 


portion will cost $2.7 bil- 
lion. Alcan’s total costs, 
including additional facil- 
ities in the lower 48 
states, are $6.7 billion. 


Comparative Costs: 
$8.8 billion for Arctic 
Gas and $6.6 billion for 
El Paso. 


Canadian Associates: 
Alberta Gas Trunk Line 
Company Limited and its 
subsidiary, Alberta Gas 
Trunk Line (Canada) Lim- 
ited; Westcoast Trans- 
mission Company Lim- 
ited; and Foothills Pipe 
Lines Ltd. 


Transportation Costs: 
Transportation costs per 
million BTU for the period 
1984-1987: Alcan, $2.02; 
Arctic, $2.21; and: 

El Paso, $3.04. 


Delivery Date: 

Two years sooner than 
either competitive pro- 
posal. (Alcan, 1981; Arc- 
tic, 1983; El Paso, 1983.) 


NORTHWEST PIPELINE CORPORATION Aw 


_ P.O. Box 1526 Salt Lake City, Utah 84110 © 


